REMARKS 



The issues outstanding in the Final Rejection mailed January 25, 2007, are the 
objection to the Claims and the rejection 35 U.S.C. §112 and §102. Reconsideration of these 
issues, in view of the following discussion, is respectfully requested. It is noted that the prior 
rejections over art have been withdrawn, but that new rejections over art have been instituted 
in the present Office Action, of which new rejections over prior art have also been made final. 

CLAIM OBJECTIONS 

Claims 1 and 9 have been objected to as the result of typographical errors. The 
examiner is thanked for pointing these errors out. Appropriate corrections have been made, 
and withdrawal of the objections is respectfully requested. 

OBJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1-9 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102, first paragraph. It is argued at 
page 3 of the Office Action that Claim 1, which recites "water containing a minor amount of 
methanol," lacks written description in the Specification. As noted at page 3 of the Office 
Action, the Specification at page 3, line 31 recites that "the water or steam may contain 
methanol." It is respectfully submitted that this clearly provides the support for use of a 
"minor" amount of methanol, e.g., less methanol than water, since otherwise the situation 
would be methanol containing water or steam, rather than the other way around. 

It is agreed that express written description for a mixture containing less methanol 
than water or steam is not present in the Specification. However, express written description 
is, and never has, been required under the law. For example, see in re In re Smith, 481 2d. 
910, 178 U.S.P.Q. 620 (CCPA 1973), which held that satisfaction of the written description 
requirement of § 1 12 must be accessed from the perspective of one of ordinary skill in the art, 
and "ispis verbis" description is not required. Instead, the Court held that a Specification 
must convey to one of ordinary skill in the art that an applicant has invented specific subject 
matter later claimed. Smith held that where one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that a concept later specifically recited was, in fact, invented by the inventors, 
sufficient written description for claiming the concept exists. 
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In the present situation, the disclosure noted at page 3 of the Office Action clearly 
would have taught to one of ordinary skill in the art that a minor amount of methanol was 
intended. However, inasmuch as, upon reflection, it is clear that "water containing methanol" 
does not read on more methanol than water, the claim has been amended in order to recite the 
specific language in the Specification. Withdrawal of the rejection is therefore respectfully 
requested. 

REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1-4 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) Peerlkamp '152. 
Reconsideration of this rejection is respectfully requested. It is noted that Claim 6, which 
recites that the polyamide is in the form of granules or powder, is not subject to this rejection. 
Accordingly, clarification of Claim 1 in order to recite that the polyamide is in this form 
obviates the rejection. It is moreover noted that Peerlkamp teaches only heat-treating of a 
molded polyamide article, that is, a polyamide which has been solidified into final form. See, 
for example, column 3, lines 1 through 10. See also lines 15 through 52 of column 3 of the 
patent. Such a disclosure does not anticipate, much less suggest, the presently claimed 
method wherein granular or powdered polyamide, that is, a polyamide raw material prior to 
molding, is treated to increase enthalpy and/or melting point. The clarification of Claim 1 
thus emphasizes this fact. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-5 have also been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over W009/01408 
(Blanchard, not "Aslop" as indicated at page 4 of the Office Action). Reconsideration of this 
rejection is also respectfully requested. 

Again, inasmuch as Claim 6 is not the subject to this rejection, it is clear that the 
rejection is moot. Moreover, Blanchard discloses a process in which, contrary to the 
indication at page 4 of the Office Action, only off-gases (presumably unreacted monomer) 
rather than product polymer is stream-treated. See, for example, lines 19-23 of page 12 of the 
application. Moreover, only gas is returned to the polymerizer via the line to the heater and 
dryer, rather than product. There is, at no point, water or steam in the solid phase polymerizer 
(8). Accordingly, Blanchard fails to anticipate or suggest the presently claimed process, even 
prior to the current amendment. It is accordingly respectfully submitted that this rejection 
should also be withdrawn. 
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The claims of the application are submitted to be in condition for allowance, and 
passage to issue is respectfully requested. However, should the examiner have any further 
questions or comments, she is cordially invited to telephone the undersigned at the number 
below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Harry B. Shubin/ 

Harry B. Shubin, Reg. No. 32,004 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 

MILLEN, WHITE, ZELANO 

& BRANIGAN, P.C. 
Arlington Courthouse Plaza 1, Suite 1400 
2200 Clarendon Boulevard 
Arlington, Virginia 22201 
Telephone: (703) 243-6333 
Facsimile: (703) 243-6410 
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